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DETAILED ACTION 

,1 . This communication is in response to applicant's amendment after final rejection 
filed June 19, 2006. Because the said final rejection was a first action final, the finality 
of the last office action is hereby with drawn. 

Status of the Claims 

2. Claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 9,10, 11,15, 16, 18, 19, 21, 25, 26, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 36, 39, 
42, 43, 44, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 59, and 60 amended. Claims 13 and 37 have been 
canceled. Claims 1-12, 14-36 and 38-60 are currently pending in this case. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments, see applicant's amendment filed June 19, 2006, with 
respect to the section 112 rejection of claims 1-12, 14-36, and 38-60 have been fully 
considered and are persuasive with respect to the claims as amended. The section 1 12 
rejection of claims 1-12, 14-36, and 38-60 has been withdrawn. 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to the section 103 rejection of claims 1-12, 
14-36, and 38-60 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. Claims 1-12, 14-36,38-60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 3 103 as being 
unpatentable over Mages et al (61 85306) in view of ap/ of Secord et al (6373831 ). 

7. Regarding claim 1 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose a method for playing media files from two portions, 
each of which is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate 
channel substantially as claimed. The differences between the above and the claimed 
invention is the use of explicit use of a portable device. It is noted that at the time of 
filing of the parents of the instant case portable computing devices having wireless 
connectivity such as the Apple Powerbook were prior art and could be employed to 
practice the Mages et al method which is functionally equivalent to the claim limitations. 

8. Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable computing devices. It would have 
been obvious to the person having ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar 
arrangement for Mages et al because employing portable computing devices are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations in order to practice the 
disclosure of the prior art. 

9. Regarding the wireless limitations of claim 2, any of Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) 
show portable wireless computing devices that are conventional functional equivalents 
of the claim limitations and it would be obvious to disconnect the receiver once 
reception is complete since wireless charges are based on per minute rates. 

1 0. Regarding deleting limitations of claim 3 
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It is obvious to delete played media files due the limited storage capacity of mobile 
wireless devices. Regarding storage limitations of claim 4, Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 
3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 3050, Col. 10, linesl-30 and claims 1-8) 
disclose playing media files from two portions, each of which is unusable as a media file 
and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is conventional functional 
equivalent of the claim limitations. 

1 1 . Regarding the component limitations of claim 5 

Conventional computer components include docking stations that are conventional 
functional equivalents of the claim limitations. 

12. Regarding transmission limitations of claim 6 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose playing media files from two portions, each of which is 
unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 

1 3. Regarding description limitations of claim 7 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose playing media files from two portions, each of which is 
unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 

14. Regarding key limitations of claim 8 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose playing media files from two portions, each of which is 
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unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations because uncrippling is based 
on employing a key. 

15. Regarding claim 9 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 3050, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose a method for preparing media files from two portions, 
each of which is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate 
channel substantially as claimed. The differences between the above and the claimed 
invention is the use of explicit use of a portable device. It is noted that at the time of 
filing of the parents of the instant case portable computing devices having wireless 
connectivity such as the Apple Powerbook were prior art and could be employed to 
practice the Mages et al method which is functionally equivalent to the claim limitations. 

16. Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable computing devices. It would have 
been obvious to the person having ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar 
arrangement for Mages et al because employing portable computing devices are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations in order to practice the 
disclosure of the prior art. 

17. Regarding sequencing limitations of claim 10 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 165, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 
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1 8. Regarding key limitations of claim 1 1 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations because uncrippling is based 
on employing a key. 

19. Regarding transmission limitations of claim 12 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of separate channels that is conventional the claim 
limitations. 

20. Regarding storage Mages et (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Cola 4, lines 165, Col. 
8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two 
portions, each of which is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a 
separate channel from a server that is conventional functional equivalent of the claim 
limitations. 

21. Regarding claim 15 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose a means for playing media files from two portions, 
each of which is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate 
channel substantially as claimed. The differences between the above and the claimed 
invention is the use of explicit use of a portable device. It is noted that at the time of 
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filing of the parents of the instant case portable computing devices having wireless 
connectivity such as the Apple Powerbook were prior art and could be employed to 
practice the Mages et al method which is functionally equivalent to the claim limitations. 

22. Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable computing devices. It would have 
been obvious to the person having ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar 
arrangement for Mages et al because employing portable computing devices are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations in order to practice the 
disclosure of the prior art. 

23. Regarding the wireless limitations of claim 1 6 

Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable wireless computing devices that are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations and it would be obvious to 
disconnect the complete since wireless charges are receiver once reception is based on 
per minute rates. 

24. Regarding deleting limitations of claim 1 7 

It is obvious to delete played media files due the limited storage capacity of mobile 
wireless devices. 

25. Regarding claim 18 

Mages et al (lines 10-50, Col. 8, lines 20-45, Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 10, linesl-30) and 
claims two portions, each of which is conventional functional equivalent of the claim 
limitations. 

26. Regarding key limitations of claim 19 
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Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent the claim limitations because uncrippling is based on 
employing a sequencing limitations of Abstract (See 306 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines SO- 
SO, Col. 1-8) disclose preparing media files of which is unusable as a media file and 
delivered via a separate channel that is from each of key. 

27. Regarding the memory limitations of claim 20 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
lines 30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that 
are conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations. 

28. Regarding configuration limitations of claim 21 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that 
could obviously be wireless that is conventional functional equivalent of the claim 
limitations. 

29. Regarding termination limitations of claim 22 

Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable wireless computing devices that are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations and it would be obvious to 
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disconnect the receiver once reception is complete since wireless charges are based on 
per minute rates. 

30. Regarding the memory limitations of claim 23 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel and 
stored in a memory means that are conventional functional equivalents of the claim 
limitations. 

31 . Regarding removable memory limitations of claim 24 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 165, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as- a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel and 
stored in a memory removable means that is conventional functional equivalent of the 
claim limitations. 

32. Regarding memory limitations of claim 25 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel and 
stored in a memory means that is conventional functional equivalent of the claim 
limitations. 

33. Regarding claim 26 
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Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50,-Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose a means for playing media files from two portions, 
each of which is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate 
channel substantially as claimed. The differences between the above and the claimed 
invention is the use of explicit use of a portable device. It is noted that at the time of 
filing of the parents of the instant case portable computing devices having wireless 
connectivity such as the Apple Powerbook were prior art and could be employed to 
practice the Mages et al method which is functionally equivalent to the claim limitations. 

34. Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable computing devices. It would have 
been obvious to the person having ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar 
arrangement for Mages et al because employing portable computing devices are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations in order to practice the 
disclosure of the prior art. 

35. Regarding the wireless limitations of claim 27 

Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable wireless computing devices that are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations. 

36. Regarding playback limitations of claim 28 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose playing media files from two portions, each of which is 
unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations. 
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37. Regarding the deletion limitations of claim 29, it is obvious to delete played 
media files due the limited storage capacity of mobile wireless devices. 

38. Regarding sequencing limitations of claim 30 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 

39. Regarding sequencing limitations of claim 31 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 

40. Regarding claim 32 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesi-30 and claims 1-8) disclose a server means for preparing media files from two 
portions, each of which is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a 
separate channel substantially as claimed. The differences between the above and the 
claimed invention is the use of explicit use of a portable device. It is noted that at the 
time of filing of the parents of the instant case portable computing devices having 
wireless connectivity such as the Apple Powerbook were prior art and could be 
employed to practice the Mages et al method which is functionally equivalent to the 
claim limitations. 
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41 . Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable computing devices. It would have 
been obvious to the person having ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar 
arrangement for Mages et al because employing portable computing devices are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations in order to practice the 
disclosure of the prior art. 

42. Regarding sequencing limitations of claim 33 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 165, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesi-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 

43. Regarding key limitations of claim 34 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations because uncrippling is based 
on employing a key. 

44. Regarding transmission limitations of claim 35 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 

45. Regarding transmission limitations of claim 36 
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Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 

46. Regarding storage limitations of claim 38 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 165, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel from a 
server that is conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 

47. Regarding claim 39 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose a means for playing media files from two portions, 
each of which is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate 
channel substantially as claimed. The differences between the above and the claimed 
invention is the use of explicit use of a portable device. It is noted that at the time of 
filing of the parents of the instant case portable computing devices having wireless 
connectivity such as the Apple Powerbook were prior art and could be employed to 
practice the Mages et al method which is functionally equivalent to the claim limitations. 

48. Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable computing devices. It would have 
been obvious to the person having ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar 
arrangement for Mages et al because employing portable computing devices are 
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conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations in order to practice the 
disclosure of the prior art. 

49. Regarding player limitations of claim 40 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel and 
subsequently played that is conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 

50. Regarding reconstruction limitations of claim 41 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 165, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 

51 . Regarding the transceiver limitations of claim 42 

Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable wireless computing devices that are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations and it would be obvious to 
disconnect the receiver once reception is complete since wireless charges are based on 
per minute rates. 

52. Regarding configuration limitations of claim 43 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
lined-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 
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53. Regarding key limitations of claim 44 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
Iinesl30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations because uncrippling is based 
on employing a key. 

54. Regarding the request limitations of claim 45 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 165, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
lined-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that 
are conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations. 

55. Regarding the configuration limitations of claim 46 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that 
are conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations. 

56. Regarding the wireless limitations of claim 47 

Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable wireless computing devices that are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations. 

57. Regarding the memory limitations of claim 48 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
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is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that 
are conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations. 

58. Regarding the memory limitations of claim 49 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that 
are conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations. 

59. Regarding the wireless limitations of claim 50 

Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable wireless computing devices that are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations. 

60. Regarding claim 51 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 3050, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose a means for playing media files from two portions, 
each of which is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate 
channel substantially as claimed. The differences between the above and the claimed 
invention is the use of explicit use of a portable device. It is noted that at the time of 
filing of the parents of the instant case portable computing devices having wireless 
connectivity such as the Apple Powerbook were prior art and could be employed to 
practice the Mages et al method which is functionally equivalent to the claim limitations. 

61 . Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable computing devices. It would have 
been obvious to the person having ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar 
arrangement for Mages et al because employing portable computing devices are 
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conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations in order to practice the 
disclosure of the prior art. 

62. Regarding key limitations of claim 52 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 3050, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose preparing media files from two portions, each of which 
is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations because uncrippling is based 
on employing a key. 

63. Regarding claim 53 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose a computer medium method for playing media files 
from two portions, each of which is unusable as a media file and each of which is 
delivered via a separate channel substantially as claimed. The differences between the 
above and the claimed invention is the use of explicit use of a portable device. It is 
noted that at the time of filing of the parents of the instant case portable computing 
devices having wireless connectivity such as the Apple Powerbook were prior art and 
could be employed to practice the Mages et al method which is functionally equivalent 
to the claim limitations. 

64. Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable computing devices. It would have 
been obvious to the person having ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar 
arrangement for Mages et al because employing portable computing devices are 
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conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations in order to practice the 
disclosure of the prior art. 

65. Regarding the wireless limitations of claim 54 

Secord et al (See Figs. 2-5) show portable wireless computing devices that are 
conventional functional equivalents of the claim limitations and it would be obvious to 
disconnect the receiver once reception is complete since wireless charges are based on 
per minute rates. 

66. Regarding deleting limitations of claim 55 

It is obvious to delete played media files due the limited storage capacity of mobile 
wireless devices. 

67. Regarding storage limitations of claim 56 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 3050, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose playing media files from two portions, each of which is 
unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 

68. Regarding the component limitations of claim 57 

Conventional computer components include docking stations that are conventional 
functional equivalents of the claim limitations. 

69. Regarding transmission limitations of claim 58 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
lines 1-30 and claims 1-8) disclose playing media files from two portions, each of which 
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is unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 

70. Regarding description limitations of claim 59 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose playing media files from two portions, each of which is 
unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations. 

71 . Regarding key limitations of claim 60 

Mages et al (See 306 Figs. 3-3, and 12, Col. 4, lines 1-65, Col. 8. lines 30-50, Col. 10, 
linesl-30 and claims 1-8) disclose playing media files from two portions, each of which is 
unusable as a media file and each of which is delivered via a separate channel that is 
conventional functional equivalent of the claim limitations because uncrippling is based 
on employing a key. 

72. Examiner's Note: Although Examiner has cited particular columns, line numbers 
and figures in the references as applied to the claims above for the convenience of the 
applicant(s), the specified citations are merely representative of the teaching of the prior 
art that are applied to specific limitations within the individual claim and other passages 
and figures may apply as well. It is respectfully requested that the applicant(s), in 
preparing the response, fully consider the items of evidence in their entirety as 
potentially teaching all or part of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the 
passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed by the Examiner. 

Conclusion 
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73. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cristina Owen Sherr whose telephone number is 571- 

272- 671 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00 Monday through 
Friday. 

74. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew J. Fischer can be reached on 571-272-6779. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

75. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Sen/ice Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 





Cristina Owen Sherr 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 3621 



ANDREW J. FISCHER 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 3600 



